Purpose: The current business environments are increasingly dominated by the networked and systemic conceptualisation of value creation. However, surprisingly, little is known about the explicit and symbolic (inter) relationships between the different actors involved in the value co-creation processes-or about how they impact on the network-specific innovation capabilities. More research is needed to explore and validate the yet theoretical models and concepts of value co-creation in practice. Design/methodology/approach: Theoretically, this study is built on the ideas and concepts of Service-Dominant (S-D) logic. Empirically, the research is based on a set of thematic interviews conducted in a real-life service ecosystem, in the context of university-industry collaboration. The method of causal layered analysis (CLA) is used to both identify and develop constitutive narratives that support the service ecosystem's long-term strategic planning and value cocreation practices.
Introduction
The rapid growth of Web 2.0 technologies, particularly social media [1, 2] , has fundamentally changed the ways that people interact and communicate with one another [3] [4] [5] . While the influence and power of the acquired information and knowledge has considerably decentralised [6] , companies have been forced to adopt new, systemic ways to work, socialise and create value [7, 8] . With a focus on the multi-actor practices, processes and symbols through which various social, economic and technological aspects of change are connected [9] [10] [11] [12] , it has become unquestionable to recognise, appreciate, and participate in value co-creation [11] .
Besides the more theoretical discussion of value, increasingly dominated by the networked [13] [14] [15] and systemic conceptualisation of value creation [16] [17] [18] , more empirical research is needed to validate the so far developed models and concepts of multi-actor value co-creation in real-life business environments [19, 20] . Except studies focused on organisational learning [21] [22] [23] and employee motivation [23] in a variety of socially connected, both internal and external networks [24] , little is known about the ways to develop and manage multidimensional networks of actors when loosely coupled in both formalised and nonformalised interactions [25] . Most importantly, more knowledge and understanding is needed about the explicit and symbolic (inter)relationships between the different value co-creating actors, often connected to various service systems at the same time [26, 27] .
The urgent need to support value creation in practice [28] gradually shifts the emphasis on everyday interactions. As companies eventually recognise the strength they have in both individuals and organisations [29, 30] , and thus become more aware of their innovation capabilities [11, 31, 32] , they will see themselves as the microcosms of society at large. Eventually, the still dominant firm-centric operations models [11] will be replaced with highly social, dynamic and interactive processes during which different actors come together to share their values and mental models [33] . Considering how difficult it is to break old habits, significant changes are needed to replace the mechanical patterns of thinking with system dynamics [34] . More research is needed to validate the yet theoretical models and concepts of value co-creation practices. Hence, to better understand, how to foster value co-creation in the emerging service ecosystems, the aim of this study was set to explore the explicit and symbolic (inter)relationships between the different actors involved in the value co-creation processes and the ways how they contribute to the network-specific innovation capabilities.
Theoretically, this study is built on the ideas and concepts of Service-Dominant (S-D) logic. In doing so, the term 'service ecosystem' referred to a relatively self-contained, self-adjusting system of resourceintegrating actors or entities which are connected by shared institutional logics and mutual value creation through service exchange [35] . Empirically, this study consists of a set of thematic interviews carried out in the context of university-industry collaboration, that is, in a real-life service ecosystem under construction. Inspired by recent studies indicating that there is a positive consistency between companies' abilities to foster long-term strategic planning and their value co-creation activities [36] , and that companies systematically applying corporate foresight outperform their competitors [37] , the interviews were analysed with causal layered analysis (CLA), a technique developed for opening up the constitutive discussions among the actors involved in the value co-creation process [38] . While adapting a more systemic and in-depth view on value co-creation, new insight and advice will be provided for those interested in a practice-oriented view on value cocreation in the emerging service ecosystems. By acknowledging the role of knowledge as a key resource for companies to maintain their competitiveness, this study will equally highlight the increased importance of strategic collaboration among education, research and industry [39] .
Motivations and theoretical background
The recent technological breakthroughs have enabled many new patterns and levels of value creation, thus playing a crucial role in transforming how value is being co-created [4, 16] . Yet, the understanding of the current, technology-driven changes in value creation [40] [41] [42] is still rather ambiguous [43] . Considering that 'we live in an anticipatory universe, which is chock-a-block with anticipatory systems and processes' ( [29] , p. 520), too much attention is still being paid to the ways how to plan, analyse and control the value co-creating processes [36] . In order to systematically relate and combine activities and resources with one another-and thus embrace different forms of collaboration-more focus should be placed on both the individual's and the organisation's abilities to reorient and reframe their thinking around systems, networks and ecosystems [27, 45] . However, when analysing recent literature reviews on the theory of value co-creation, it seems that the current knowledge and understanding about co-creation is surprisingly incoherent and mainly consists of studies on customer experience [19, 20] . Besides understanding the system-level coexistence of structural changes and stability, it is extremely important to recognise the huge differences in how the functioning and the evolution of service ecosystems are being conceptualised, especially depending on the logic being applied. For example, when an organisation succeeds in combining a flexible mind set with a networked and team-based organisational structure, it also supports the abilities of the organisation to implement strategies that embrace foresight and futures literacy [44] . That is, the ability to transform the ways in which value is being created in modern business environments is increasingly connected to the system's ability to engage in cyclic self-renewal and structural coupling where each process of interaction results in the transformation of the system [45] .
The S-D logic view of value co-creation and service ecosystems
In the many firm-centric views on value co-creation, the emphasis lies on the optimisation of monetary wealth for a single actor who takes part in the value exchange [46, 47] . By contrast, the S-D logic view on value creation builds on a socially constructed multi-actor process that occurs at the intersection of activities among providers, consumers or any other possible actors, all of whom are participating in the value co-creation process [18, 19, 32] . In doing so, S-D logic conceptualises value co-creation as something that encompasses many disciplines and perspectives [48] [49] [50] and refers to service as the fundamental basis for value co-creation, i.e. as the application of resources (e.g. knowledge and skills) for the benefit of others [47, 50, 51] . According to S-D logic, the effectiveness and productivity of an organisation are strongly dependent on both (a) the emergence of variables that make the system more complex and the different contexts where these variables can occur and (b) the relationships among the various independent actors involved in the system [52] . As such, a great majority of the value creation potential is now related to the ways to reconstruct social patterns, i.e. to improve communications and collaboration within and across the different players of the service ecosystems [53] .
While the development of service ecosystems is increasingly dependent on the attitudes, skills and practices that embrace collaboration, risk taking and experimentation, i.e. the rules, norms, symbols and other institutional arrangements [4, 41, 54] that direct the collaborative networks [55] , it is particularly important to identify how the different sub-systems each exert on the larger ecosystem. In S-D logical terms, these behaviour and dynamics are explained with the concept of 'service innovation' [56] . While seeing service platforms as a tool to connect the various different actors together and to become interested in value co-creation in the first place, the actual act of value co-creation then happens in a multi-layered process consisting of four major phases of interaction.
First, with co-experience the focus is on reducing the gap between the needs and expectations of the value cocreating actors and in co-defining what individual person or organisations actually mean by service. Second, at codefinition, the actors become aware of each other's capabilities and expectations related to value co-creation. Third, co-elevation is about strengthening the collaboration through high-quality value propositions. Fourth, codevelopment refers to the phase where the co-creation finally becomes true and is being evaluated [56, 57] . By referring to service ecosystems as the structures that support engagement to the process of interaction through knowledge creation and exchange [56, 58] , the adoption of the S-D logical view on service ecosystem thus helps the ecosystem actors to move away from too much planning and control. It helps organisations to better sense the emerging changes in their operational environments and to systematically relate and combine activities and resources with one another [27] .
Case study
Although notable benefits have already resulted from the already-existing knowledge transfer between universities and their industry partners [58] , the number of failed attempts to collaborate is also significant [59] . While most of the existing research on university-industry collaborations has been conducted in the USA [60] , more research and understanding is needed about how to successfully bridge the cultural, social and political divide between academia and industry [39] . Yet, the current networks tend to focus on data collection rather than on the ways to influence on the strategies and decision-making in more sensitive and fundamental ways [61] . Given the growing interest on both value co-creation and the importance of strategic collaboration among education, research and industry [38, 39] , more depth and diversity are needed to intensify universities' role in the service economy.
To thus explore and validate the yet theoretical models and concepts of S-D logical value co-creation in practice, an empirical case study was conducted in Tampere, Finland. Besides Finland's consistent position as one of the best education systems in the world [62] , the Tampere University of Technology has been ranked as one of the world's leading universities with a large volume of successful industry collaborations [63] . That being the case, this case study offers plenty of opportunities for observing the strategic, operational and transactional relationships within the context of university-industry collaborations [64] : When intertwined and associated with each other, individual institutions may form strong assemblages of institutional arrangements [17] where managing change is not easy. In addition to understanding the context-specific variables that make the system complex [51] , it is equally important to succeed in introducing novel concepts and forms that support the multi-actor collaboration. In this particular study, the focus will be on examining the ways to establish sustainable, user-driven and collaborative networks that enhance innovations [65] .
Kampusareena-the setting up of a 'real-life' service ecosystem Located at the heart of the Tampere University of Technology's campus in Tampere, the Kampusareena building and concept was purposefully designed to encourage and support productive collaborations between the university and a number of its stakeholder organisations. Officially launched in September 2015, the planning and construction work was managed by the University Properties of Finland, a limited company with its core business in producing, maintaining and developing premises for universities, colleges and their partners. Centred in an international community of over 8000 undergraduate or postgraduate students in technology and architecture and home to 1700 employees, Kampusareena offers working spaces for about 100 private companies and public organisations, as well as for about 200 university students and staff members. About half of Kampusareena's premises are occupied by the Tampere University of Technology, and another half is owned by the University Properties of Finland. While the university premises include a scientific library, technical test laboratories, a cafeteria and various student services and services for further education, the University Properties of Finland rents its premises to companies and street-level service providers (including a restaurant and a barber).
The Kampusareena premises offer a broad range of services and multipurpose facilities for learning and innovation for both the scientific and business communities. With the slogan 'a hub of science, research and technology' [64] , its ambitious objective is to become the centre of a real-life service ecosystem that fosters productive university-industry collaboration. In fact, there are several hubs within the hub itself, including the Kampusklubi co-creation hub run by the University Properties of Finland and the Smart Machines and Manufacturing Competence Centre (SMACC) run together by the Tampere University of Technology and the VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland, as well as the Design for Value (DIMECC D4V) run by DIMECC, Finland's leading industrial co-creation ecosystem. The DIMECC network alone consists of over 2000 research, development and innovation professionals and of more than 400 organisations. The many networking opportunities and concrete forms of cooperation being acknowledged, Kampusareena refers to its role as a platform of engagement that is intentionally designed for the co-creation of shared value [11] .
Methods and data
A set of thematic interviews were carried out within Kampusareena. Instead of studying different contextspecific variables that make a system complex [51] , or examining the value networks between the various actors taking part in the ecosystem [65] , the focus of this study was to explore and critique the various stories the ecosystem actors present about the evolution of their value co-creation aims and activities. In doing so, the method of CLA was used to shed light on the multiplicity of institutional arrangements [17, 66] that drive change and innovation in the studied service ecosystem.
CLA-a method for creating a shared narrative
Originally developed in the 1990s by a futures researcher, Sohail Inayatullah, the causal layered analysis (CLA) represents a modern approach to examine the in-depth aspects of social and strategic change [67, 68] . According to CLA, just as language does not only describe reality constitutes it, metaphors do not only describe, but they also shape and create organisational strategies [69] . By unveiling the different ideological, value-based mind sets of the studied individuals, teams and/or organisations, CLA emphasises the importance of understanding reality through different layers of knowing and observing things. These layers are (1) litany, which refers to issues that are often collectively shared as 'facts' yet rarely questioned or confirmed with real data; (2) social causes, which focus on the system's perspective on economic, social, political and cultural factors and thus explains the behavioural rules behind the litany; (3) discourse, which reveals the significant impact that our historical, social and spatial settings have on our common sense and thinking, including how we build structures and discourses around our values and worldviews; and (4) metaphors and myths, which expose us to narratives and false information that we use to justify ourselves to our inner selves [67] [68] [69] .
From a theoretical point of view, CLA combines and integrates empirical, interpretative and critical research traditions with practical tools, such as emerging issues analysis, scenarios and back casting. It opens up both past and present value-creating practices and thus unveils any conscious and subconscious preconceptions and perceptions related to the issues being studied. That is, it exposes any tensions, contradictions and vagueness between the collective discourses being represented and internalised [67, 70] . By mapping the narratives, CLA by no means predicts the future, but it helps in creating 'transformative spaces' for alternative futures [68, 70] . In other words, CLA does not take a stand on whether the stories are true or false; rather, it challenges underlying assumptions about reality and thus facilitates the creation of desired futures [69] .
While helping to link empirical findings within the studied sociocultural contexts, CLA provides a concrete tool for constructing and reconstructing powerful stories that (a) make us conscious about the deeper layers of reality and (b) make use of them in more explicit ways. Hence, the systemic use of CLA helps to understand the impact of present actions on the desired systemic changes in social systems and structures. Then, considering that the core narrative can be changed only through adopting new worldviews and values, it highlights the need for constructing narratives that engage people in shared objectives and goals [38, 67] . This consistency between the four layers is rather uniform with the concept of 'institutional arrangements' used in S-D logic [71] . Hence, given the objective of this study, CLA represents an excellent method for obtaining an in-depth understanding of the interviewees' different social, cultural and behavioural attitudes towards co-creation in the service ecosystem under investigation. In doing so, it also helps to create alternative views for value co-creation between the various actors and actor networks [70, 72] . Moreover, the multilayer analysis will provide explanations about the constitutive discourses at different types and levels of service ecosystems.
Data collection
The actual data consists of 21 thematic interviews, carried out with 22 individuals. At the time of the interviews, Kampusareena was celebrating its first year of existence. As we can see from Table 1 , half (11) of the interviewees were employed by a public organisation, including representatives from the Tampere University of Technology (7) . The other half (11) of the interviewees represented companies, including University Properties of Finland (5) . Or, half of the interviewees represented the two organisations that co-manage the ecosystem, and the other half represented their various stakeholders, including both companies (6) and public, non-profit organisations (4). Importantly, almost half of the interviewees (9) were top-or middle-level managers, with more than half (14) of them being experts in the field of innovation research and development. Again, half of the interviewees had substantially participated in the Kampusareena concept development.
The length of the interviews was about 50 to 60 min on average. The majority of them (i.e., 18 interviews with 19 individuals) were conducted face to face, whereas 2 of them were made by telephone and 1 over Skype. A set of rather pragmatic questions was prepared to support the quality and conformity of the interviews. Yet, some variations occurred between the individual interviews, mostly due to different levels of expertise or the familiarity with the actual co-creation activities within Kampusareena. Once the data were transcribed, they were stored and organised using NVivo, an Internet-based qualitative data analysis software.
As we can see from Table 2 , each of the four layers of CLA were first amalgamated with the four phases of the value co-creation process and then applied according to the research questions specifically designed for each layer: Whereas the first layer (i.e. litany) was built around the interviewees' current perceptions about the platform functionalities, and the second layer (i.e. social causes) described the system-level behaviour and rules that direct the ecosystem development, the third layer (i. e. discourse) collected the worldviews and values with (hidden) impacts on the interviewees' attitudes and behaviour towards value co-creation. Finally, the fourth layer (i.e., metaphors and myths) unveiled the mind sets and concepts that direct the service ecosystem development in reality. Altogether, these four layers of CLA were used to acknowledge possible changes in planning, implementing and creating change within the service ecosystem.
Results
In general, all the interviewees had very positive attitudes towards Kampusareena and its development. However, as we can see from Tables 3, 4 and 5, some significant differences of opinions and experiences did also occur between the different interviewees. To demonstrate the differences, a variety of direct citations from the interviews will be provided in the tables. Each citation is individually numbered, and for example, 'I-1' refers to 'Interviewee number 1'.
Layer 1: Current perceptions about how the platform supports value co-creation For most of the interviewees, Kampusareena represented the most recent development of the high level of universityindustry collaboration between the Finnish universities and companies. As we can see from Table 3 , the most positive responses were related to the award-winning architecture and attractiveness of the Kampusareena building, thus emphasising its high brand value for Kampusareena as a platform for value co-creation. In addition, the central location and the proximity to many other industry partners in the area, as well as the generally positive stance for working at and visiting Kampusareena, were equally appreciated. Yet, the positive overall assessment was also more or less confronted with scepticism and dissatisfaction. Two particular challenges were brought up: First, even if Kampusareena was considered as an agreeable place to work, the value co-creating effects of the platform were regarded as rather limited. While the cafeteria was considered as too crowded and noisy, there were not enough spaces for random social encounters. More importantly, most of the activities, including in the different actor-or theme-specific hubs located at the Kampusareena premises, were not freely accessible and thus prevented many potential initiatives for resource exchange. The interviewees felt that it was difficult to exchange ideas without prescheduled meetings, thus referring to a rather company-focused and controlled approach to collaboration. Second, most of the interviewees reported challenges in creating or confirming value networks and partnerships with the actors already present at the platform, or with the university staff and students overall. According to the interviewees, the common awareness of Kampusareena was surprisingly weak or out of date, resulting in low levels of participation in the events and other activities taking place at the platform. In short, the interviewees were pleased with the overall atmosphere at Kampusareena, but fairly critical about its success in initiating new resource-integrating connections. Or, the value propositions offered by Kampusareena were not expressed clearly enough.
A certain disequilibrium was noted between the high expectations and the realisation to date of the value cocreation activities (and benefits). On the one hand, Kampusareena was seen as an important landmark and a flagship for both the university and the entire economic region. On the other hand, significant frustrations were brewing underneath the seemingly positive attitude towards co-experiencing the platform and its further development.
Layer 2: Co-defining the system-level behaviours and rules that direct the ecosystem development At layer 2 (see Table 4 ), the benefits of a multidimensional service ecosystem were not well acknowledged. According to several interviewees, there was too much diversity among actors in the ecosystem, thus resulting in fewer noteworthy opportunities for collaboration. As they saw it, the best opportunities for collaboration were based on networks with substance-related interests. 'This is a place where university staff is not making science or teaching. For the university, it represents lost resources.' (I-7)
'More information is needed about how to integrate co-creation in the university's scientific research.' (I-3) 'Besides being challenged by the university's ability for quick responses, companies find it difficult to get information about the possibilities for collaboration.' (I-10)
'The goals should be set higher.' (I-2) Platform-specific facilitation and marketing 'It is strategically important that the campus welcomes different actors to work in the same premises. However, this platform is just one of the facilities where that collaboration takes place.' (I- 21/22) 'What is needed is events and continuous activities; that is, facilitation.' (I-5) Co-elevation of the worldviews and values with (hidden) impacts on attitudes and behaviour 'It is important that the platform becomes more self-organising in a few years' time.' (I-16) 'There are some tensions between the two managing organisations.' (I-16) 'The role of the university's partnerships unit is not clear to me.' (I-6) 'As I see it, the concept idea is being lost or set aside on purpose. The focus seems to be on short-term monetary profits.' (I-4) 'There is an urgent need for a marketing plan including all the main actors of the platform.' (I-12) 'It is not the customers' role to find their way to the services.' (1-10) 'The success stories should be highlighted more, serving as examples.' (I-2) Surprisingly, many of the interviewees were seemingly satisfied if they met their old friends, colleagues and coworkers at Kampusareena-but they dismissed the value of spending time at events connecting people from different fields of expertise. With some inconsistency in their opinions, most of the interviewees believed that the platform-level success was relying on its ability to foster change in work cultures and to solve complex, multidisciplinary problems. Yet, despite highlighting the platform's potential for serving as a stepping stone for testing various kinds of new ideas, concepts and methods, the collaboration was still focused on rather conventional and simple forms of student assignments or on well-trodden networks of expertise.
Altogether, the concept of value co-creation seemed to be rather narrowly understood. As stated in one of the interviews, too much focus was given to easily measurable projects with short-term benefits. For example, in some cases, the interviewees were genuinely wondering how they could benefit from the value networks and new innovation practices in their own organisations. In overall, with many overlapping, simultaneous development processes going on at the platform, the vision of the platform objectives and benefits was seen as unarticulated. Either way, the interviewees' perceptions about value co-creation varied largely depending on their degree of activity in the ecosystem. According to most of the interviewees, more attention should be given to processes where something new is being created and experimented. In this context, the role of professionally and socially experienced facilitators was emphasisedand requested-in every other interview.
Layer 3: Co-elevation of the worldviews and values with (hidden) impacts on attitudes and behaviour
The more experienced the interviewees were at managing innovation hubs or the more they had been involved in co-creation in multidisciplinary settings according to their own descriptions of experience, the more they were sensible to predicting whether this service ecosystem would succeed in its objectives or not. That is, the expectations and levels of satisfaction regarding the value co-creating activities were rather different depending on their level of understanding the concept of value co-creation. For some of the interviewees, the Kampusareena platform represented a showroom for their already existing networks. To others, the noble objective of Kampusareena to become a world-class pioneer in university-industry collaboration and in applying the latest scientific knowledge in practice was considered as an accelerator to improve the understanding and practices of co-creation within their own organisations.
As some of the interviewees did point out, the investments on the value co-creating infrastructure had been huge. However, whether it had been worth it or not, was not so much up to the facilities provided by Kampusareena, but to the worldviews and values that direct the development of the value co-creation practices. Patience and longterm engagement is thus needed from all the actors participating in the service ecosystem. As we can though see from the results of layer 3 (see Table 5 ), when reflecting on the interviewees' worldviews and values in relation with their attitudes and behaviours towards the value co-creating practices, old habits stick hard and strong strategic guidance is needed to change them. More platform-specific facilitation and marketing are needed to support the service ecosystem development in more concrete ways. As the interviewees expressed, establishing new ways for working will not happen without facilitation and engagement. As such, the interviewees clearly indicated that more dialogue was needed to create a shared understanding of both the desired outcomes and the means through which those objectives could be obtained.
On the basis of the interviews, the biggest challenge at layer 3 was the missing interface between the two owners of the platform. The roles and responsibilities of these two main actors were more or less unclear for the interviewees, resulting in conflicting and confusing views about the objectives and means through which the platform activities should be developed. That includes the challenge of double-management, referred to as management by 'walking in two pairs of shoes'. As such, it strongly referred to the lack of shared strategic insight into what Kampusareena actually could and should represent to the university and its various stakeholders in the long run.
Layer 4: Co-developing the underlying mind sets and concepts directing the service ecosystem development
In order to identify the current mind sets and concepts as well as their impacts on how to direct the service ecosystem development in the long run, the results of layer 4 were largely mirrored against the results of the previous layers. In doing so, the data was interpreted according to the interviewees' levels of understanding and practicing (a) the ideas and concepts of systems dynamics and (b) the willingness for learning and renewal (see Table 6 ). That is, it was important to keep in mind that the autopoeitic nature of service ecosystems refers to a learning process, where balance and continuity between the four phases of value co-creation (co-experience, co-definition, co-elevation, co-development) is needed to genuinely build up a shared narrative for value co-creation.
In this study, the level of strategic visioning and planning did vary highly among the interviewees. As highlighted throughout the interviews, the self-organising and selfadjusting nature of value co-creation always comes back to people and the ways how the different structures and functionalities of the platform support the change. Still, although skilled and motivated to adopt the more systemic, S-D logical view on value co-creation, less than half of the interviewees proved to have no consistency in their responses. Although the found metaphors showed a very positive stand towards value co-creation, when examining the entire data in relation to all responses by individual interviewees, the non-systemic and suspicious attitudes towards collaboration and change were also present. For example, there were several individuals who expressed scepticism and conflicts related to value co-creation at layers 1 and 2 (see Tables 3 and 4 ) and did not provide any valuable data to be analysed at layers 3 and 4. For them, value co-creation simply presented a new method to share and transfer knowledge.
Conclusions
Even if more attention is paid to both the individual's and the organisation's abilities to adapt to continuous change [36] , many companies still lack behind on strategies that embrace the importance of understanding the socially constructed narratives that direct the complex multi-actor networks. At the same time, the notions and concepts related to value co-creation are also evolving, with significant impacts on how we perceive and respond to collaboration [33] . More holistic and in-depth understanding is needed about the formation and development of complex value networks.
In this study, the aim was to identify and analyse the explicit and symbolic (inter)relationships between the different actors involved in the value co-creation processes-and to understand their impacts on the networkspecific innovation capabilities. In overall, the interviewees' responses included many positive attributes connected with value co-creation, such as interesting, modern, pioneering and experimental. However, the actual level of the value cocreation practices still remained rather non-existent, and the interviewees' perceptions and understanding of value co-creation varied significantly. On the basis of the layerspecific results (see Tables 3 to 6 ), two co-existing and consistent narratives were found to explain the level of the value co-creation potential in the studied service ecosystem.
Two alternative futures
As we can see in Fig. 1 , the first narrative 'breaks barriers' in terms of representing an open system with a strong focus on disruption through the diversity of actors involved in it. That is, it describes co-creation as a process where active participation in the discussions and events results in increased levels of value propositions and value exchange, thus referring to the autopoeitic nature [72] of the service ecosystem. With a holistic view on innovativeness, the first narrative is built on the ideas of resilience [73] and continuous renewal [74] . The second narrative then describes the view on a 'control driven' closed system, with a focus on predefined partnerships and outcomes. The value propositions in that service ecosystem are more related to the controllable forms of substance-related networks and measurable outcomes than in the disruptive learning process. So, in this second narrative, value cocreation refers to something where individuals, teams or organisations with rather similar interests and expertise join together for mutual benefit, actualised through knowledge share and transfer.
Although the found narratives do not necessarily mirror the course of all individual interviews, this twofolded nature of the results is significantly supported by the layer-specific results. Indeed, the mind sets in these two narratives are very different. In S-D logic terms, the first narrative focuses on co-creation as a method and a process, whereas the second narrative is more interested in the outcomes. As such, the second narrative could be seen as a representation of the Goods-Dominant (G-D) logic view on things, thus referring to some of the interviewees' clearly mechanical perceptions of value as something separate from the value co-creation process. In doing so, value co-creation is only viewed as the method and means through which the execution of relatively fixed plans will be efficiently carried out, either through resource exchange within the already 'The particular aim in here is to enhance different forms of cross-and transdisciplinary collaboration; to create systems dynamics from a societal perspective.' (I-4) 'I have only been there to meet my existing partners and stakeholders.' (I-3) Renewal 'What is needed there is the unique concept of co-creation, something that does not exist in many places.' (I- 8) existing networks or through the integration of new resources by introducing new partnerships.
Managerial implications
The co-existence of the two narratives certainly reflects the initial phase of the studied service ecosystem. However, in order to avoid the further differentiation of the apparently divergent worldviews, more purposeful orchestration of the value networks is needed to incorporate these two narratives into a shared understanding of the service ecosystem's future directions. In fact, regardless the contextually changing nature and qualities of the self-adjusting service ecosystems, the following advice would most likely be useful for any service ecosystem under construction:
First, in order to foster the network-specific innovation capabilities, the ecosystem actors need to become engaged in co-experiencing and co-defining the service ecosystem. It is highly important that the ecosystem provides its members structures and functions that enhance casual meetings and interactions without a predefined agenda. Moreover, it is important to support any activities that bring together interest groups that would not easily come together otherwise-in this case, students, researchers and company representatives. It supports open communication and results in an increased level of willingness to share ideas and concepts among the ecosystem actors [75] .
Second, open communication plays a crucial role in coelevating stimulating innovation. Therefore, the different visions and expectations considering the service ecosystem development should be thoroughly discussed (a) in an open environment where all the ecosystem actors are encouraged to take part and (b) in a way that helps the ecosystem actors to co-elevate their conflicting ideas and perceptions, and to integrate them with shared concepts and rules of conduct. Once all the visions, institutional rules and guidelines are openly and continuously shared, disrupted and coordinated, the benefits of the service ecosystem are more likely to emerge [75] . In other words, this study encourages managers to become active in ensuring that a common understanding of the visions and rules of the ecosystem are being developed. This requires supporting the institutional rules and guidelines. In this case study, the potential of interdisciplinary collaboration had not been fully realised, and many of the ecosystem actors had continued to follow their former routines and continued to work with their trusted partners from previous projects.
Third, whenever human networks are involved, it requires investments in facilitation. Although the service ecosystems view highlights the self-organising and selfadjusting nature of the networks, it still makes sense to allocate resources for the facilitation services. Trust and commitment develop slowly, yet they relate significantly to the functional abilities of the networks [75] . Instead, the question is more about understanding how to adopt the process of value co-creation in novel working environments. As indicated by the results of this case study, when the ecosystem actors had accessed to facilitation services, they were significantly more satisfied with the service ecosystem's functions in overall.
Evaluation of the study
Since the empirical data was collected only a year after the launch of the service ecosystem under evaluation, estimating its future success was neither the aim nor the result of this study. In addition, given the limited number of interviews in this study, it can be argued that the results are merely directional and might be partially intensified by many of the interviewees' pronounced expertise in innovation management. In addition, the high level of ambiguity in analysing the interviews, and the use of CLA proved to be somewhat susceptible for alternative interpretations. Yet, the intensified discussions enabled by the in-depth interviews and the fact that using CLA took the analysis to a completely new level compared to discourse analysis, most conventionally used for analysing the role of knowledge sharing and Fig. 1 Competing narratives creation in qualitative research, approved to be especially useful in mapping the various dimensions of both the past and the present mind sets, attitudes and impressions towards value co-creation. In doing so, it was well in line with the S-D logical, i.e. the systemic approach of this study, and enabled creating an exceptionally indepth view on the current state and future prospects of the novel service ecosystem.
Given the growing interest on understanding the explicit and symbolic relationships and interrelations between the different value co-creating actors in the increasingly complex service systems, the results of this study offer significant new knowledge and understanding for all those interested in the service ecosystem development. In addition, it is highly recommended to further elaborate this unique combination where CLA is used to explore value co-creation in a real-life service ecosystem. Considering that there are many companies still lacking behind on strategies that embrace foresight and futures literacy [44] , more attention should be paid to both the individual's and the organisation's abilities to adapt to continuous change [36] .
